Global Forest Partnership: A partnership proposal in conservation and sustainable use of the world’s forests by unknown
  
 
 
The World Bank 
SDN Forests and Carbon Finance Teams 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Global Forest Partnership 
 
A Partnership Proposal in 
Conservation and Sustainable Use of the World’s Forests 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Draft World Bank discussion document 
July 03, 2007 rev2 
This working paper was prepared for the purposes of stimulating discussion and 
guiding consultations with potential stakeholders. The note is not an official World 
Bank document nor have its contents been endorsed by World Bank Management. The 
document will be superseded by a fully revised version, once the results of an ongoing 
international stakeholder consultation have been made available. 
 
 
 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Global deforestation and unsustainable forest practices continue unabated. The World Bank’s 2002 
Forest Strategy recognizes the need for an integrated and holistic approach to mitigate this and 
underscores the need for the Bank to engage in broader and stronger partnerships to enable necessary 
change.  
A Global Forest Partnership (GFP) is proposed as a means to accelerate progress in the conservation 
and sustainable management of global forests, which is urgently needed to avoid additional emissions 
from deforestation and degradation of environmental services from forests, and to address poverty in 
those rural households that depend on forests for their livelihoods. Recent international policy 
initiataives and a growing public awareness have opened a window of opportunity for changes in 
forest ownership and global markets.  
The Partnership would be a new inclusive partnership arrangement within the framework of the 
Bank’s Global Programs. GFP would act as a flexible, effective and cost-efficient tool for the Bank 
and the participating stakeholders. GFP would be the common umbrella for all the forest-related 
activities of the Bank. 
The proposed global objectives of GFP are 
(i) reversing forest loss in developing countries through SFM, 
(ii) contributing to poverty reduction,  
(iii) mitigating climate change through reduced emissions and enhanced carbon sinks,  
(iv) securing sustained provision of other forest environmental services (biodiversity, soil and 
water conservation, cultural and spiritual values, etc.).  
GFP would also have four ambitious quantitative targets to be achieved by the year 2015.  These 
would be fully aligned with the MDGs, the Global Objectives on Forests contained in the recently 
agreed Non-Legally Binding Instrument on Forests, and the World Bank Forest Strategy. 
GFP would focus on three closely interrelated themes: 
(1) Forests and Livelihoods,  
(2) Sustainable Production and Markets, and  
(3) Forest Environmental Services and Financing. All three program areas aim to contribute to the 
World Bank’s mission of alleviating poverty.  
The thematic work programs would be supported by the Bank’s current two cross-cutting programs 
in forestry, the Program on Forests (PROFOR) and the Forest Law Enforcement and Governance 
initiative (FLEG).  
Anticipated GFP intervention areas would include:  
(i) knowledge generation (analyses, lessons learned, toolkits and other relevant information for 
stakeholders and decision makers),  
(ii) piloting of innovations, their validation and mainstreaming,  
(iii) technical assistance and capacity building, and  
(iv) cross-country sharing of knowledge and experience. 
GFP partners would include participants in the Bank’s existing global forest programs, relevant CPF 
members, government agencies in client countries, international and national NGOs, indigenous 
groups, private sector organizations, additional ODA donors, philanthropic foundations, financial 
institutions, the research community, and the other members of the World Bank Group, including IFC 
and MIGA. 
  
Governance arrangements for GFP are not yet defined. A stakeholder consultation process, carried 
out by an external party, is currently being initiated. Its aim is to explore options for GFP’s 
governance arrangement as well as to validate GFP’s overall GFP strategy. 
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A. STRATEGIC CONTEXT AND RATIONALE 
1. Global Deforestation and Unsustainable Forest Practices - Unabated Threats 
International Concern about the loss of forests and their unsustainable exploitation is growing  in 
part due to the increased awareness of the greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation and 
because of the perceived potential contribution of forests to poverty reduction and sustainable 
economic growth. While some progress has been made in the conservation and sustainable use of 
the world’s forests, about five percent continue to be lost each decade, mostly to agriculture.  
This loss of forests jeopardizes the livelihoods of over a billion of the world’s poor (1/6 of the 
global population), who rely on forests for much of their food, fuel, and income. Deforestation 
also constitutes 18% of the annual global CO2 emissions, making it the second largest cause of 
climate change1. Sustainable management of the world’s forests is therefore critical to the 
achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) on poverty reduction and 
environmental sustainability. Time is running out to deliver on these commitments. 
The contribution of forests to the maintenance of vital ecosystem functions and societal well-
being is increasingly a matter of public concern. People are realizing that water supply and 
quality, flood protection, soil conservation, local climate and conservation of biodiversity all rely 
on the existence of well-functioning forest ecosystems. Most developed country governments 
have now committed to funding for increased carbon sequestration and effective protection of 
forest biodiversity, and these commitments are likely to be extended to reducing emissions from 
forest land conversion.  
The problem of deforestation and unsustainable exploitation is highly complex (Annex 1) and can 
only be addressed by a range of actions targeted at (i) the policy framework, (ii) strengthening of 
governance, (iii) removal of market distortions and engaging market actors, (iv) full valuation and 
sharing of forest benefits through market and other mechanisms, (v) capacity building, and (vi) 
mobilization of adequate financial resources.  In summary, mitigation of the unabated threats of 
deforestation and unsustainable exploitation requires a concerted effort to enable and implement 
sustainable forest management2. 
                                                 
1 IPCC. 2007. Climate Change 2007: Mitigation of Climate Change. Fourth Assessment Report. Working Group III 
contribution to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
2 Sustainable forest management (SFM) is a concept that extends beyond sustainable management of forest stands. 
SFM is often viewed as a set of objectives, activities and outcomes that aim to ensure that the goods and services 
derived from the forest meet present-day needs, while concomitantly securing their continued availability and 
contribution to long-term development. In its broadest sense, SFM encompasses the administrative, legal, technical, 
economic, social and environmental aspects of the conservation and use of forests. The following seven elements are 
key components of SFM: 
a. extent of forest: maintain forest cover and stocking, including trees outside forests, to support the social, economic 
and environmental dimensions of forestry; 
b. biological diversity: conserve and manage biological diversity at the ecosystem, species and genetic levels; 
c. forest health and vitality: manage forests for their heath and vitality; 
d. productive functions of forest resources: maintain a high and valuable supply of primary forest products, while at 
the same time ensuring that production and harvesting are sustainable and do not compromise management 
options of future generations; 
e. protective functions of forest resources: protect ecosystem functions of forest resources; 
f. socio-economic functions: maintain or enhance the contributions of forest resources to the overall economy, for 
example through employment, values generated through processing and marketing of forest products and energy, 
trade, and investments in the forest sector; and 
g.  Governance framework: enable the legal, policy and institutional arrangements necessary to support the above six 
elements, including participatory decision making, governance and law enforcement, and monitoring and 
assessment of progress. 
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2. Origin of the Initiative - the World Bank’s Forest Strategy  
The World Bank’s 2002 Forest Strategy was built on three equally important pillars:  
(i) harnessing the potential of forests to help reduce poverty,  
(ii) integrating forests into sustainable economic development, and  
(iii) protecting vital local and global environmental services. 
The Strategy was informed by a thorough evaluation of the Bank’s role in forests. It included an 
unprecedented consultation process that concluded that effective partnerships were necessary for 
the Bank to implement its mandate. Since 2002 several successful partnership initiatives have 
been taken, most notably the WB/WWF Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Use, 
the Forest Law Enforcement and Governance (FLEG) Initiative, the multi-donor Program on 
Forests (PROFOR), and the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) (Box 1). These 
partnerships have significantly contributed to implementation of sustainable forest management 
(SFM) on the ground, improved awareness on critical issues, as well as generation of new 
knowledge, innovative operational tools, and various policy and market-based instruments. 
 
Box 1. Bank Forest Partnerships  
The WB/WWF Alliance has successfully promoted forest certification, payment schemes for 
environmental services, carbon financing for forest and agro-ecosystems, and access of communities and 
smallholders to forest product markets. The WB/WWF Alliance achieved its ambitious target for the 
expansion of forest conservation areas, i.e. almost 50 million ha of new protected areas since 2000). 
FLEG has brought together producer and consumer country governments, the private sector and the civil 
society to take action toward strengthened forest governance through regional commitments and 
subsequent country-level action. 
PROFOR has generated new knowledge on several critical issues, including forests in poverty reduction 
and livelihoods, good forest sector governance and institutional reforms, company-community/smallholder 
partnerships, and managing the impacts of macroeconomic policy on forests. 
CEPF, a multi-donor program hosted by Conservation International, has supported effective conservation 
of 15 of the world's 34 biodiversity hotspots. Disbursement of more than $100 million has been authorized 
and implementation will involve more than 570 civil society partners in 34 countries. 
 
The World Bank also participates in the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF)
3
 as its lead 
agency on financing, which has helped the Bank effectively cooperate with other key 
international organizations, research institutes, and multilateral environmental agreements 
working on forests. 
                                                 
3
 The Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) is a partnership of 14 major forest-related international organizations, 
institutions and conventions established in 2001 by the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations 
(ECOSOC).  The members are: Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO), the International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO), the International Union of Forest 
Research Organizations (IUFRO), the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Secretariat, the Global 
Environmental Facility (GEF) Secretariat, the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) 
Secretariat, the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) Secretariat, the Secretariat of the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP), the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), the World Bank, and IUCN. 
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Together with a large number of national and local level partnerships, these initiatives have 
demonstrated the value of partnerships for achievement of the Forest Strategy objectives. 
However, their full potential remains untapped.  
3. Need for Broader and Stronger Partnerships  
Although the World Bank Forest Strategy has advanced implementation of SFM in many Client 
countries, the recent Review of Implementation of the World Bank Forest Strategy highlights that 
the scale is far smaller than expected
4
. Bank engagement in the forest sector has expanded but is 
largely concentrated in a few forest-rich countries. While there have been improvements in forest 
governance, development of innovative instruments (carbon financing, forest certification, etc.), 
forests’ contribution to poverty reduction, and stimulation of private sector investment in 
sustainable forestry,  the implementation of the Strategy has not met expectations for several 
reasons from both inside and outside the bank   
External reasons include: (i) forests in developing countries have to compete for development 
investment. Governments have limited interest in investing in the forest sector through loans as 
the benefits are often global rather than national or local. These investments must vie for 
resources against such high priority sectors as health, education and infrastructure; (ii) forest 
authorities tend to lack the required political support and capacity to effectively implement policy 
reforms and programs and they have limited access extra-budgetary financing; (iii) weak 
governance is pervasive and leads to ineffective use of funds; (iv) safeguarding global public 
goods is not a national priority in countries struggling with problems of poverty reduction; and 
(v) the private sector has no incentives – or too limited incentives – to implement sustainable 
forest management. 
Internal reasons for hampering the progress in Forest Strategy implementation include  (a) 
insufficient awareness of forests’ potential contribution to poverty reduction which is reflected in 
the lack of mainstreaming forests and forestry in the World Bank’s country programs; (b) 
perception that forest investments are risky, incurring high transaction costs; (c) limited 
integration of global programs with Bank operations associated with high administrative costs; 
and (d) lack of incentives for Bank staff .
5
 
One approach to tackle these barriers is to form stronger and broader alliances to help create a 
more conducive environment overall for the conservation and sustainable use of forests. By 
bringing current partnerships together under a common framework they may benefit from 
improved coordination, reduced transaction costs, and better aligned work programs and 
integration into Bank operations. Emerging opportunities for partnership with new groups now 
exist. These include demand by developing country government agencies, a new generation of 
highly capable developing country NGOs, strong community-based organizations (CBOs) and 
pent up investment opportunities through the private sector. The latter includes entrepreneurs and 
enterprises in developing countries as well as globally operating forest-based industrial 
companies that adhere to the principles of sustainability and corporate social responsibility.  
New partnerships benefit from the diverse resources that various partners bring to the table - 
national and field level organizations, political and popular influence, professional excellence, 
and specific know-how, extensive networks for consultation and dissemination, in-depth 
knowledge on local economic, ecological, social, and cultural issues, and coordinated efforts to 
mitigate risks associated with externally supported interventions in the sector. By engaging 
stakeholders in the Bank’s interventions - from their identification, to implementation and 
evaluation - it is hoped that a partnership approach would ensure that the supported activities 
                                                 
4 Contreras Hermosilla, A. & Simula, M. 2007. The World Bank Forest Strategy - Review of Implementation.  
5 Ibid. 
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would not be subject to conflicts between stakeholders. This would also facilitate implementation 
of the Bank’s safeguards. 
Harnessing synergies between the World Bank, the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and 
the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) would lead to an improvement in the 
investment climate by enabling sector policies and good governance. This would result in 
increasing responsible private sector investment in sustainable forestry by large and small scale 
forest-based enterprises, forest communities and investors, as well as through public-community-
private partnerships. 
A Global Forest Partnership is therefore considered to best enhance the implementation of the 
Bank’s Forest Strategy. 
4. Window of Opportunity 
There is a window of opportunity, right now, to enhance development cooperation in the forestry 
sector and to ‘take to scale’ implementation of the Bank’s Forest Strategy through successful 
partnerships, investments and initiatives. This is because of the following major trends: 
♦ Public concerns about global climate change have increased enormously as a result of the 
“Stern Review”
6
, the Fourth Assessment Report of the International Panel on Climate 
Change
7
 and the recent World Bank study on deforestation, agricultural expansion, poverty 
reduction, and environment8.  All these reports underline the critical role of forests and land-
use change for the global climate, highlighting “avoided deforestation” as an efficient way for 
limiting greenhouse gas emissions. Currently, the Kyoto Protocol has no instrument to reward 
keeping existing forests in place or increasing their capacity in carbon sequestration9. On the 
other hand, there is a potential demand for forest carbon financing both in developing and 
developed countries which have expressed interest in international partnerships for financing  
“avoided deforestation”. There is an opportunity for the Bank to launch new forest carbon 
initiatives such as the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility which can lead to significant 
financial flows for such climate change mitigation efforts. 
♦ There is also a growing demand for legally and sustainably produced timber (and other forest 
products) in major import markets.  These are driven by public procurement rules and private 
buyer policies as a response to public concerns on illegal logging and unsustainable forest 
practices. On the other hand, there is a major shift in the capacity of global forest industries 
(wood, pulp, paper and further processed products) from developed countries to Bank Client 
countries where low labor costs give them a competitive advantage as timber producers. The 
sustainability impacts of these investments need to be addressed, not least because their 
impact on forests also spreads to those countries from where the wood raw material is 
imported. Creating an enabling environment for private sector investments in SFM provides 
an opportunity for the Bank to scale up its involvement in the forestry sector, and could 
include IFC’s participation as a co-investor. Bank support to supply-side efforts of 
responsible forest industries can substantially accelerate the slow progress towards SFM in 
developing countries. 
                                                 
6 Stern. N. 2007.  The Economics of Climate Change. The Stern Review. Cabinet Office. HM Treasury. 
7 IPCC. ibid.  
8 Chomitz, K. 2007. At Loggerheads?: Agricultural Expansion, Poverty Reduction, and Environment in the Tropical 
Forests. World Bank. 
9 The Alliance of Rainforest Nations has mobilized political support for respective adjustment of the Kyoto rules. 
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♦ Growing markets for forest environmental services other than carbon (biodiversity, clean 
water, scenic beauty, etc.) are offering forest owners and managers new sources of financing. 
The present payment schemes are still exploratory and should be scaled up to ensure 
maintenance of these services. In addition, emerging new technologies plus growing national 
and international markets for wood-based bio-fuels as an alternative for fossil fuels are about 
to open up new income and employment opportunities for forest producers in developed and 
developing countries. The Bank can develop important new operations in this field of global 
public goods. 
♦ Community ownership and management of forests have dramatically increased.  This trend is 
expected to continue when the states reduce their role in implementation of forest 
management. Capacity building of forest communities has become an increasingly important 
new challenge. At the same time, many companies are seeking partnerships with smallholders 
and local communities in the development of planted forests. Such cooperation can ensure 
access to markets, thereby reducing investment risks - but these partnerships need to be 
developed in a way which addresses potential social and environmental impacts of plantation 
schemes. The Bank has a major opportunity to play a role in balancing various stakeholder 
interests, to enhance poverty reduction impacts of private investments and to promote 
sustainable rural economic development through planted forests and associated downstream 
wood processing. 
At country level, the above trends open up new entry points for the Bank and call for expanded 
policy dialogue.   This can lead to broader Bank engagement in the sector as postulated in the 
Forest Strategy. 
The following changes in the international policy related to forests also represent new  
opportunities: 
♦ The UNFCCC negotiation process10 is focusing on how avoided deforestation can be tackled 
by carbon financing through country level activities which are planned to be carried out by 
the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) under the GFP umbrella.  
♦ The recent agreement under the UNFF on the Non-Legally Binding Instrument on All Types 
of Forests
11
 demonstrates the global political consensus on enhanced international 
cooperation in the forestry sector, including mobilization of new financial resources12. There 
is a need for exploratory work to prepare the ground for large-scale mainstream investment 
and various funding vehicles.  
♦ The revised GEF strategies for biodiversity and land degradation identify opportunities for 
country-driven projects to support various elements of SFM that can generate global 
environmental benefits. GEF has produced a framework strategy for SFM that identifies the 
various funding windows available within GEF. The framework strategy, already closely 
aligned with GFP’s conceptual and operational approach, will provide broader opportunities 
for GEF to support SFM than in the past. 
♦ The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness has led to a reform of the design and 
implementation of aid programs, which calls for (i) increased ownership by developing 
countries through effective leadership over their policies and strategies, (ii) alignment of aid 
programs with national priorities, (iii) harmonization among donors, (iv) managing for results 
                                                 
10 The next culmination point is the Conference of Parties in Bali, December 2007 
11 United Nations Forum on Forests, the Report of the Seventh Session, April 28, 2007 
12 Under the UNFF preparatory work will be carried out on the global forest financing mechanism/portfolio 
approach/international forest financing framework to be decided by the Forum in 2008. 
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including performance assessments, and (v) mutual accountability for the results between 
developing countries and donors.  
All the above trends and related policy changes suggest that it is a good time to launch a new 
partnership initiative to address global deforestation and forest degradation. 
5. Rationale for Client Countries and Stakeholders 
Client countries would benefit from a new partnership approach through 
 
• New and sustained financial resources for sustainable forest management and especially for 
maintenance and enhancement of global and national public goods 
• Support to, and integration with, national policy implementation, national forest programs 
and other strategic plans 
• Analytical work to justify public resource allocation to forests as a means of poverty 
reduction, sustainable economic development and maintenance of environmental and 
cultural values 
• Facilitated access to markets by communities and smallholders through support to forest 
certification and partnerships with forest industry companies 
• Leveraged private sector investment and support to meeting the requirements of sustainable 
forest management and its certification 
• Strengthened civil society participation through support to constituency building and 
enhanced participation in the forest policy process and implementation 
6. Rationale for the Bank 
The Bank’s mandate calls for an expanded role in forests and forestry to achieve the goals of 
poverty reduction and maintenance of global public goods. It is clear the Bank cannot do this 
alone. Partnerships are necessary.
13
 In addition, an array of funding sources is needed to assist 
countries in contributing to the achievement of the global goals – such as the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) – through national development objectives.  
The Bank has a unique comparative advantage through its convening power, cross sectoral 
capacity, global geographic coverage, and presence in client countries. Combining these strength 
allows it to influence relevant policies in other sectors that impact on forests. Its significant 
leveraging and technical capacity, its experience in pioneering global carbon markets, and the 
trust donors and Client countries place in its fiduciary systems make the Bank a strong partner. 
The need for sector engagement to address global deforestation and forest degradation is so huge 
that it would be unlikely that the necessary financial resources can be mobilized, were such an 
Partnership not under the leadership of the Bank.  
Ecosystem services have become compromised in many parts of the world. Their maintenance 
cannot be ensured without some kind of compensation to those who produce these services. 
Payment systems for global public goods such as reduction of carbon emissions and maintenance 
of biodiversity have to be dealt with differently from the Bank’s traditional instruments. These 
systems have already been piloted by the Bank in some countries and are ready to be extended to 
all the Bank regions. The failure of the international community to address deforestation as one of 
the main sources of CO2 emissions is of particular concern. The Prototype Carbon Fund and the 
BioCarbon Fund have demonstrated how, through the Bank’s piloting role, potential risks and 
                                                 
13 World Bank. 2002. Sustaining Forests. A Development Strategy. 
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uncertainties can be addressed in practice, thereby preparing ground for mainstreamed financing 
instruments for climate change mitigation. This track record is now being expanded to reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. The next step is likely to be compensation 
for increasing the carbon storage in the existing forests which are specifically managed for this 
purpose. The importance of the Bank’s pioneering role in further strengthening a multilateral 
framework for sustainable forest management is likely to increase and it is closely associated with 
other Bank-led activities such as the FLEG program.  
Of particular value is the capacity of the Bank Group to mobilize the private sector for 
responsible forest investments. In cooperation with IFC and MIGA, the Bank can play a powerful 
role in promoting the adoption of sustainable practices by private operators. GFP input to in-
country economic sector work, carried out in close consultation with IFC, would help create 
enabling conditions for private investment. This would complement the IFC’s inherent demand-
driven approach in its financing. FLEG’s work to improve forest governance directly benefits the 
competitiveness of responsible forest industries supported by IFC. GFP’s close collaboration with 
sustainable market initiatives such as the WWF Global Forest & Trade Network (GFTN) and 
GFP’s interface with international policy forums such as The Forest Dialogue, would be valuable 
channels for IFC to assist their clients in adopting sustainable forest practices. The Bank can also 
play a key catalytic role in forging partnerships between the private sector and forest 
communities/small-scale landowners in the Client countries. The Bank’s cooperation with NGOs 
has proved to be highly valuable suggesting that this interface should be expanded at the national 
and local levels 
The recent establishment of the Sustainable Development Network (SDN) in the World Bank 
offers an opportunity for greater collaboration with infrastructure and energy sectors, including in 
the application of Bank instruments. Bio-energy production is a new large-scale opportunity to 
meet the emerging energy needs and to generate export revenue in the Bank Client countries. 
Infrastructure investment often opens up new areas for sustainable use of natural resources but 
impacts on the forests need to be carefully managed. Increased national-level analytical work 
through broader partnerships can help raise the awareness of the potential of forest investments 
and ensure their due consideration within Country Assistance Strategies. Such analytical work is 
a crucial starting point for providing both governments and Bank Country Managers with 
quantified justification for increased resource allocation for forest conservation and development. 
A GFP offers an opportunity to test new ways of doing business - leveraging the use of the 
Bank’s traditional instruments and developing new ones. GFP contributions would be targeted at 
country level by strengthening the Bank’s entry points for mainstreaming sustainable forest 
management in lending programs (i.e. PRSPs, CASs, national forest programs and other sectoral 
planning frameworks). For regions and country departments, GFP would provide support to 
analytical work as well as mechanisms to share experiences and enhance knowledge 
management. This would be particularly valuable for regional departments that do not have a 
critical mass of in-house expertise or resources to make full use of regional financing 
opportunities (e.g. Africa, Latin America). In addition, through GFP and its innovative tools for 
financing of global public goods, the Bank could open new ground for cooperation with middle 
income countries such as Brazil or Russia. 
The management arrangements of the current Bank partnerships (Box 1) could be rationalized 
and, through integration and broadening of the scope of partnerships, increase effectiveness of 
interventions. Simplifying the procedures for management of various Trust Funds under the GFP 
framework would lower administrative costs and transaction costs for the Bank and donors.  
The Non-Legally Binding Instrument on All Types of Forests (NLBI) calls for the development 
of a global forest financing framework. Exercising its lead role on financing in CPF, the Bank 
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would support the development of a new mechanism for SFM mobilizing funding. GFP will be 
an important new component of the follow-up implementation of the NLBI, representing a first 
phase in the development of a new financial architecture for international financing for forests.  
GFP would be aligned with the World Bank and other donors’ strategies for forest sector and 
country engagement. GFP would complement and support analytical work and preparation of 
strategies, plans, and lending operations of the Bank’s regional and country departments. GFP 
would be the instrument under which “readiness” activities in support of FCPF’s readiness 
facility would be organized. It would facilitate implementation of the Bank’s safeguards through 
analytical work and capacity building on key environmental and development issues.  
Through the broad scope of the partnership, the thematic focus on the globally agreed objectives, 
and the country demand-driven approach, GFP would seek to put into practice the principles of 
the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness of 2005.  
7. Rationale for Donor Agencies and Other Development Institutions 
GFP’s added value to donors would lie in (i) the broad geographic coverage including countries 
with limited existing forest resources, (ii) leverage in addressing policy constraints which are 
difficult to remove by individual donor action, (iii) enhanced convergence and coherence of 
external efforts, (iv) provision of an effective channel for mainstreaming donors’ own efforts, and 
(v) enhanced coordination at international, national and local levels.  
Priorities for GFP would be to support the creation of an enabling environment for Bank 
operational needs as well as leveraging other funding (including grants). GFP would rely on 
complementary inputs from donor and technical assistance agencies, conservation NGOs and 
policy research institutions for collaborative in-country forest sector-related analytical work and 
investments. 
At country level the GFP inputs would be aligned with Poverty Reduction Strategies, national 
forest programs and other national strategic frameworks. This facilitates integration of forest 
investments in Country Assistance Strategies. The GFP would add value to the work of bilateral 
donor agencies as well as other international financial institutions through improved transparency 
and awareness of what other actors in the field are doing, as well as through sharing of knowledge 
generated through the GFP’s work program.  
 
B.  PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
1. Instrument 
The Global Forest Partnership would be a new inclusive partnership arrangement within the 
framework of the World Bank’s Global Programs
14
. GFP would act as a flexible, effective and 
cost-efficient tool for the Bank and the participating stakeholders. GFP would serve as the 
umbrella for all the forest-related activities of the Bank providing them with a shared common 
results-oriented framework.   
GFP would build upon the experience and achievements of the Bank’s existing partnerships as 
well as initiatives, developed over the last decade, with developing countries and their 
stakeholders, donor governments, international organizations, leading international conservation 
groups and business interests. GFP would enable greater participation with a larger number of 
                                                 
14 DGF. 2001. Governing Global Programs: Challenges, Principles and Practice. World Bank. Development Grant 
Facility Technical Note. October 2001.  
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new partner organizations, particularly government agencies and other stakeholders in developing 
countries, additional donors, and the research community. It is proposed that GFP operates both 
as an entity in itself and through its members. It will share common goals and objectives and all 
partners would be expected to contribute to GFP’s resources and actions. 
GFP represents a Portfolio Approach15 to financing SFM by linking the necessary support actions 
with an appropriate combination of funding resources through a global partnership arrangement. 
It is emphasized that GFP would be purely voluntary, flexible partnership where bureaucracy and 
transaction costs would be minimized while maintaining consistency with the Bank’s fiduciary 
rules – unlike the GEF model of structured negotiation.  
From the Bank’s point of view, it is important to emphasize that GFP would be geared towards 
serving Bank Client countries and thus support the work of Bank regional and country 
departments. 
2. Objectives and Targets 
The proposed development objectives of GFP will contribute to 
(i) reversing forest loss in developing countries through SFM,  
(ii) poverty reduction,  
(iii) mitigation of climate change through reduced emissions and enhanced carbon sinks, and  
(iv) securing the sustained provision of other forest environmental services (biodiversity, soil 
an water conservation, cultural and spiritual values, etc.).
16
   
The proposed specific program objectives of GFP are to  
(i) build capacity at international, regional and national levels improving understanding of 
the underlying reasons for, consequences of and solutions for deforestation and 
unsustainable forest exploitation,  
(ii) produce tools and instruments for reduction of forest-related poverty,  
(iii) promote sustainable management of all types of forests, and markets from legal and 
sustainable sources,  
(iv) enhance the role of forests in mitigation of climate change and other environmental 
services, and  
(v) strengthen forest governance at international, regional and national levels. 
To assess progress towards these objectives by 2015, four ambitious targets have been tentatively 
identified in Box 2. They would ensure tangible results that can be systematically monitored and 
assessed.. The targets would be need to be agreed upon and adopted by all the GFP partners.17 
The targets are derived from the Millennium Development Goals 1 (Eradicate extreme poverty 
and hunger) and 7 (Ensure environmental sustainability). The proposed GFP objectives and 
targets are also fully aligned with the Bank’s Forest Strategy and the Global Objectives on 
                                                 
15
 El Lakany, H., Jenkins, M. & Richards, M. 2007. Background Paper on Means of Implementation. Contribution by 
PROFOR to Discussions at UNFF-7, April, 2007. 
16 These objectives are derived from the Bank’s Forest Strategy. 
17 It is recognized that there are potential trade-offs between the GFA targets (e.g. poverty reduction and expansion of 
protected areas, carbon sequestration and wood production, etc.). The extent of such trade-offs is country/situation 
specific and need to be evaluated and addressed through participatory processes to find appropriate solutions.  
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Forests (GOF) approved by the UNFF and contained in the Non-Legally Binding Instrument on 
Forests.
18
  
The proposed targets are ambitious and to reach them would require that GFP mobilizes other 
actors and stakeholders for necessary action. The targets may only be achieved by mainstreaming 
GFP tools and its pilot initiatives. In spite of the ambitious nature of these proposed targets, they 
still fall short of what needs to be achieved on a global scale according to the Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment. Once the targets have been finalized, they would provide the baseline 
against which the progress of the Partnership would be monitored. Verifiable indicators would be 
defined and assessed by independent parties. 
Annex 2 illustrates how the GFP targets and those of GOF are aligned.  The proposed GFP targets 
also offer a practical way to assess the overall rate of success of the Bank’s Sustainable Forest 
Management Strategy. 
 
Box 2:  Proposed Global Forest Partnership Targets
19 
 
Four targets are proposed as operational milestones for 2015: 
• Improved sustained livelihood of [500] million poor forest-dwelling or forest-dependent 
people in developing countries, on the basis of sustainable forest management and/or agro-
forestry based farming systems. 
• [One] billion tons of CO2 retained in forests as a result of reduced deforestation. 
• [300] million hectares of production forests in developing countries sustainably managed 
under independent verification. 
• [50] million hectares of new protected areas created and [120] million hectares of existing 
protected areas under effective management. 
 
To achieve the GFP global objectives and targets, they would have to be articulated at national 
and sub-national levels and be integrated to national strategic frameworks (PRSP, CAS, etc.) and 
programs (e.g. national forest programs). While the GFP’s targets elaborated at national level are 
non-binding for governments, individual countries are expected to embrace them in their own 
national goals and programs. Because of its country presence, high level access and convening 
power, the Bank’s role in this negotiation and the integration process is considered to be crucial. 
In translating targets into action, GFP partners will closely involve stakeholders in program and 
project design.  This will ensure relevance and the desired development impact at the local level. 
For instance, the current discussion of benefit sharing from initiatives of compensating reduction 
of forest carbon emissions shows that there is a particular need to address the appropriate sharing 
of benefits among, and the specific constraints of, the involved stakeholders. The focal groups in 
this respect are the rural poor (in particular indigenous people), small-scale landowners, forest 
communities, and small and medium-scale forest-based enterprises as proactive cooperation is 
needed with governments in Client countries. 
GFP targets would be adapted and agreed at the country and sub-national level. They would be 
broken down into intermediate monitorable milestones. This process would require additional 
technical assistance and resources to regions and countries that join the GFP program.  
                                                 
18 Resolution of the UN Economic and Social Council 2006/49; Report of the Seventh Session of the United Nations 
Forum on Forests. 
19 Analytical work to verify the realism of these quantitative targets is under way. 
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GFP would operate under one agreed results framework and monitoring system to track progress 
towards the 2015 targets and to provide a measure of accountability for all partners. Annex 3 
provides a preliminary model of such a results framework. 
 
3. Program Components 
3.1 Thematic Areas 
GFP would be catalytic and focus on issues still to be “mainstreamed” in the operations of the 
Bank and all key stakeholders. GFP would assist countries in bridging national priorities and 
plans with the achievement of the globally approved goals for forests.  It would also help to 
remove country constraints in accessing international financing. GFP would place special 
emphasis on the development of best practices for, and tangible local benefits from, the 
management of global forest public goods through analytical work, stakeholder empowerment 
and technical assistance.  
The GFP would focus on three thematic areas: (Box 3 shows links between these themes and 
global targets):  
1) Forests and Livelihoods, 
2) Sustainable Production and Markets, and 
3) Forest Environmental Services and Financing. 
 
The GFP would work through:  
 
(i) knowledge generation (analyses, lessons learned, toolkits and other relevant information 
for stakeholders and decision makers),  
(ii) piloting of innovations, their validation and mainstreaming, 
(iii) technical assistance and capacity building, and  
(iv) cross-country sharing of knowledge and experience.  
 
GFP’s technical assistance function would develop gradually driven by demand and adoption of 
new tools for SFM (e.g. carbon financing, payment mechanisms for environmental services, 
forging in-country partnerships between actors, etc.). Identification, testing, validation and 
dissemination of innovative instruments for financing and implementing sustainable forest 
management would be a key thrust of GFP. 
GFP’s thematic programs would include individual activities, projects and programs under a 
single, coherent framework with common objectives and indicators. Through transparency for all 
concerned, synergies would be harnessed and unnecessary duplication of initiatives will be 
avoided. (See Annex 4 for a preliminary listing of priority actions). Individual work programs 
with various partners would be narrowed down to address specific problems, or geographic 
regions, depending on the opportunities to engage and align with specific interests and 
comparative advantages of the GFP partners.  
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Box 3.   GFP Thematic Areas and Priority Actions 
Pillars of the 
World Bank 
Forest Strategy 
Harness Potential of 
Forests to Reduce Poverty 
Integrate Forests in 
Sustainable Economic 
Development 
Enhance Global 
Environmental Services 
GFP’s Cross- 
cutting Themes 
Forests and Livelihoods  
Sustainable Production 
and Markets 
Forest Environmental 
Services and Financing  
Examples of  
Priority Actions  
 
Secured land tenure and 
forest use rights 
Sustainable forest-based 
livelihoods 
Increased agroforestry 
and tree growing by 
smallholders 
Community-based forest  
management 
Community/smallholder 
partnerships with the 
private sector 
 
Management and 
utilization of non-timber 
forest products 
Facilitated access of local 
communities and 
smallholders to markets 
 
Financing mechanisms 
for community and 
smallholder forestry 
 
Capacity building of forest 
communities and 
smallholders 
Promotion of demand for 
products from legal and 
sustainably managed 
sources 
Sustainable plantation 
development  
Development of tools for 
sustainable 
management of natural 
forests 
Independent certification 
and verification of forest 
operations (legal 
compliance and 
sustainability) and chain 
of custody (product 
origin) 
Strengthening of small 
and medium-sized forest 
enterprises and their 
networking 
Innovative financing 
mechanisms for 
sustainable production 
forestry 
Forest Carbon 
Partnership Facility 
(avoided deforestation) 
BioCarbon Fund 
(afforestation/reforesta
tion) 
Market-based and 
other payment 
schemes for 
environmental services 
systems other than 
carbon 
Sustained financing 
mechanisms for 
establishing and 
maintaining protected 
areas  
Landscape-based 
approaches for 
ecosystem 
management 
Protected area 
management systems 
 
 
 
Relevance to the three pillars of the 2002 Forest Strategy 
 
Forests and Livelihoods pillar 
Community forestry approaches to sustainable rural development would be a key GFP strategy 
under the Forests and Livelihoods pillar. The priority actions would initially be  related to 
securing land tenure and resource use rights, mixed production systems maximizing farmer 
benefits, diversification of forest benefits through non-timber forest products and services, 
capacity building of communities and smallholders and their organizations, and linking them 
through partnership arrangements with the market. Smallholders and communities are poorly 
equipped to make use of such instruments as forest certification or financing and GFP would 
develop targeted instruments and other support to facilitate access to markets and funding 
sources. The focus will be on removing key constraints in the livelihoods of forest-dependent 
rural people and the generation of on-farm and off-farm income and employment.  
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Addressing sustainable rural development through forest-related measures requires removal of 
policy constraints. The recently created Bank SDN network has integrated infrastructure, mining, 
energy, forests, agriculture, biodiversity, etc This presents a unique opportunity to bring to the 
forefront, the Bank’s strength in addressing cross-sectoral issues upstream. These are critical for 
sustainable rural development. There is increasing agreement on the need for such a holistic 
approach
20
 and the Bank has a unique capacity to assist countries in achieving this integration at 
the level of national policies and programs. 
Sustainable Production and Markets pillar 
Under the Sustainable Production and Markets pillar, GFP would develop partnerships and 
mechanisms21 to strengthen markets for legally and sustainably produced forest products and 
improve market access to socially responsible producers. Through analytical work, awareness 
raising and various tools and instruments, GFP would promote sustainable management of 
existing forests and the expansion of planted forests. These are necessary for creating new income 
and employment opportunities for the rural poor. In order to achieve the target of 300 million ha 
of certified sustainably managed forests, substantial expansion of planted forests is necessary.  
Their introduction should be targeted at meeting the needs of the domestic and emerging import 
markets. Development of small-scale farm forestry is an important element in this expansion 
strategy. In addition, GFP would engage the private sector in sustainable forest management 
through its market development and investment promotion activities. Those targeted would 
include globally operating forest industry corporations, local forest industries in the Bank Client 
countries, financial institutions, institutional investors as well as buyers and users of forest 
products in domestic and export markets.  
The Bank’s role in building up strong ownership in these initiatives among external and internal 
partners is crucial. The main thrust of the Sustainable Production and Markets program area is to 
support market driven approaches for large-scale application. A focal area would be an improved 
policy framework, market access facilitation and capacity building for forest-based community 
enterprises and small and medium-scale local entrepreneurs. Innovative financing mechanisms 
for SFM and resource creation by the private sector and forest communities would be developed, 
tested and mainstreamed.  This will include linking funding with the Bank Group instruments 
such as (i) independent verification and certification to ensure that legal compliance and 
sustainability are achieved and continuously monitored, and (ii) corporate-community / 
smallholder partnerships. 
The divergent views among forest stakeholders on how forests should be developed and utilized 
would be captured in a GFP-organized dialogue on policies targeted at removing constraints and 
mitigating risks related to investments in sustainable management of natural tropical forests and 
planted forests. GFP would run this dialogue in cooperation with other partners such as FAO, 
ITTO, NGOs and the private sector. This involves (i) analytical work on costs and benefits of 
action and inaction in promotion of SFM, (ii) effective communication, and (iii) organization of 
high-level policy fora on the financing of commercial sustainable forestry. These actions are 
beneficial in promoting shared views among stakeholder groups on central issues and how to 
address major obstacles in sustainable management of natural tropical forests (e.g. illegal logging, 
poaching, uncontrolled land conversion, etc.). Such fora are a priority as they can lead to a 
quantum leap in financing for sustainable management of natural tropical forests. 
 
                                                 
20 E.g. the United Nations Forum on Forests and its predecessors (IPF, IFF), FAO and other bodies have duly 
recognized the cross-sectoral character of the problem of deforestation.  
21 The WWF Global Forest & Trade Network (GFTN) is an example of such partnerships..  
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Forest Environmental Services and Financing pillar 
Under the Forest Environmental Services and Financing pillar GFP would further encourage 
understanding of the causes of deforestation, and of the policies and instruments to reduce it. It 
would also carry out pilot activities to learn and share lessons on what works and what does not. 
GFP would develop approaches and methodologies for how REDD can be addressed by the 
carbon markets while ensuring that the needs of local populations and other sustainable 
development aspects are duly considered. Technical assistance would be provided to countries for 
the development of national and regional carbon inventories, baselines, monitoring systems, 
training and other national and local capacity building to ensure compatibility with sustainable 
development.  An area of concern would be to try and to avoid countries becoming depending on 
carbon payments which, if discontinued, could kick-off a new deforestation process. 
A new flagship initiative, the new Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) will pilot 
approaches and financing mechanisms for reduced emissions from deforestation and forest 
degradation (REDD) (Box 4)
22
. GFP is expected to coordinate and provide the arrangements for 
meeting the technical assistance needs of the FCPF participating countries. GFP would 
incorporate the future work of the BioCarbon Fund (BioCF), which continues to focus on projects 
in reforestation and afforestation for carbon sequestration. By supporting these projects it will 
improve their contribution to poverty reduction. Further analytical work and assistance is needed 
(i) to balance carbon benefits with socio-economic and other environmental benefits of forests, 
(ii) to assess possible implications for forests and their management, (iii) to avoid negative 
impacts for indigenous people and other forest-dependent communities and to ensure that their 
rights and livelihoods are not jeopardized, (iv) to develop methodologies to reliably quantify 
forest degradation and related carbon emission, and (v) to explore increasing carbon sequestration 
in the existing forests through targeted management interventions which may be compensated in 
the long-term future.  
 
Box 4 The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) 
 The proposed Forest Carbon Partnership Facility will set the stage for a future, large-scale system of 
financial incentives for reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation (REDD).  
 The FCPF will build developing countries’ capacity to harness future incentives and pilot 
performance-based payments for avoided emission in a limited number of countries. 
 The FCPF will test a number of approaches and models to REDD, including in the areas of setting 
emissions reference scenarios, monitoring of emission reductions, and payments for emission 
reductions. 
 To create an enabling environment and promote the sustainable development based on FCPF 
investments, GFP will provide technical assistance in the form of capacity building and upfront 
investments. 
 The FCPF will generate valuable lessons through learning-by-doing to inform decision makers as 
they design a future REDD regime. 
 
IFC has developed its own products and services in the carbon market (including the Carbon 
Delivery Guarantee and monetization of future carbon revenue streams).  These products and 
                                                 
22 There exists a detailed concept note for FCPF. 
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services can be applied to enhancing the private sector financing for forest carbon. In order to 
enhance the possible impact of these instruments, a GFP framework would strengthen the local 
regulatory/governance capacity within which the Bank’s public sector instruments (FCPF, BioCF 
etc.) and IFC’s transactional experience and structured carbon finance products can be made 
mutually reinforcing.  
CEPF, as a specific program on biodiversity conservation, would also be implemented under the 
GFP framework. In addition to CEPF’s hotspot conservation approach, establishment of new 
protected areas and improved management of the existing ones would be strategic GFP activities. 
Together with other instruments to mainstream biodiversity in forest management (e.g. High 
Conservation Value Forest management, forest certification), GFP’s landscape-based approaches 
for ecosystem management would expand effective biodiversity conservation measures to non-
protected areas. This would make use of such instruments as the High Conservation Value Forest 
Toolkit and landscape-level planning and monitoring systems. 
In general, commoditization of forest-based environmental services would be promoted by 
support to market creation and the development of various payment mechanisms for forest 
environmental services. These have already identified, tested and mainstreamed elsewhere. The 
latter would require enabling conditions, awareness raising, market development, technical 
solutions, tools for risk management, and exit strategies for investors. 
The work programs associated with the three thematic pillars will be linked through various 
instruments and interventions that can contribute to achieving more than one GFP target. Poverty 
reduction, sustainable growth and environmental conservation – the three pillars of the Bank 
Forest Strategy – will be the focal linking elements between the three areas. 
3.2 Cross-cutting Programs 
The GFP work programs would be supported by the Bank’s two current cross-cutting programs. 
PROFOR continues to generate new knowledge on several critical issues, including forests in 
poverty reduction and livelihoods, good forest sector governance and institutional reforms, as 
well as managing the impacts of macroeconomic policy on forests. This includes work on 
external causes of deforestation such as roads and agribusiness, and emerging themes such as the 
impact of the increasing biofuel production on land use and forests. PROFOR’s analytical and 
innovation work would support the GFP thematic work on financing mechanisms, private sector 
investment, company-community/smallholder partnerships, etc. PROFOR’s scope and resources 
would have to be substantially scaled up to meet the needs for the knowledge service functions of 
GFP’s partners and clients.  
Similarly, the ongoing FLEG partnership continues to addressing all three GFP’s strategic 
intervention areas.
 
 The previous focus on regional cooperation is complemented by sub-regional 
initiatives and new country level FLEG action plans that work in cooperation with the Bank’s 
regional departments. To maximise potential the mainstreaming of the FLEG objectives is 
primarily through the Bank’s country programs and through parallel initiatives such as the EU 
Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) Action Plan. In executing FLEG 
tasks, GFP will rely heavily on its partners at international, regional and national levels. 
GFP would have a strong advocacy role. Advocacy work is particularly needed to create 
enabling conditions, to increase transparency of forest operations, to strengthen the legitimacy of 
sustainable forest management for production in natural and planted forests, to improve market 
acceptance of forest products from legal and sustainable sources, to develop adequate financing 
instruments, and to facilitate safeguards implementation. Advocacy activities would be 
implemented under the GFP cross-cutting and thematic programs.   
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The initial priorities of the GFP work programs will be widely shared by many current and 
potential partner organizations. The experience has shown that individual partner efforts tend to 
remain limited in their impacts. The proposed GFP partnership arrangement can substantially 
leverage the uptake of new approaches (such as responsible forest investment, forest certification, 
biodiversity maintenance in production areas, payment schemes for environmental services, etc.) 
by all the relevant actors and other stakeholders by offering a joint platform on which to align 
interests, learn from experience, build country capacity, and mobilize additional financing for 
sustainable forest management. 
3.3 Integration of GFP Activities in Client Countries 
Achievement of the GFP global targets will depend on how well governments and other actors 
adopt new ways of managing and utilizing forest resources. Countries are responsible for 
arranging the financing of their own sustainable forest management.
23
 GFP would support 
countries in these efforts, assuming that there will be country demand and willingness to move 
ahead in piloting and implementing new approaches. GFP would therefore provide a service 
function for Client countries to help obtain necessary knowledge and in mobilizing resources. In 
addition to the macro-level instruments like PRSP and CAS, national forest programs, national 
SFM financing strategies and similar planning frameworks provide appropriate entry points for 
GFP products and services to countries. Building up constituencies, facilitating stakeholder 
dialogues and country level analytical work in various thematic and cross-cutting areas would be 
supported to ensure ownership and sustainability of GFP’s catalytic interventions. An illustration 
of the Bank’s phased-in engagement in Client countries through GFP is given in Annex 5.  
GFP would be implemented in phases. Initially priority would be given to supporting Client 
countries through the already established programs (i.e. FLEG, PROFOR, FCPF, CEPF). The 
scope of these programs can gradually expand to cover all the relevant areas of GFP work. In the 
medium to long term, it is also conceivable that the GFP model be adopted by UNFF, to serve as 
a prototype for the international forest financing mechanism that UNFF wishes to establish.  
For promoting specific investments, GFP can convene country/regional groups of government 
agencies, the private sector, NGOs and other stakeholders. These groups would be supported by 
the Bank’s macro-economic and sectoral expertise as well as IFC’s transactional capacity. Such 
groups would work through a consultative process to find solutions to critical issues and to define 
appropriate approaches for specific investments.  
4. Lessons Learned and Reflected in the Program Design 
The following lessons learned have been identified in recent reviews of the Bank’s Forest 
Strategy and global programmes.
24
 
 Global programs can be effective in the implementation of Bank strategies related to 
global public goods. The experience on the existing four global forest programs proves 
that such alliances are necessary as the Bank cannot obviously alone achieve broad 
developmental or environmental goals.  
 Partnerships complement and reinforce Bank action but the Bank’s central organizing 
and coordinating role is often crucial for success.  
                                                 
23 This principle has been approved by UNFF in the Non-Legally Binding Instrument on All Types of Forests. 
24 Barnett, A., Cecelski, C. & Rath, A. 2007. World Bank Energy Trust Funded Programs (ETFP): ESMAP and 
ASTAE. Technical Advisory Group Report to the Consultative Group of Donors; Contreras Hermosilla & Simula 
2007; ibid; Wells, M.P., Curran, L.M & Qayum, S. 2005. Report of the Independent Evaluation of the Critical 
Ecosystem Partnership Fund. World Bank. 2004. Addressing the Challenges of Globalization. An Independent 
Evaluation of the World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs. OED. 
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 Common goals are necessary for effective mobilization of partners’ resources and action.  
 Partnership should not be seen as a fund-raising instrument for participants. Each partner 
should be prepared to bring in their own resources and make verifiable commitments for 
effective cooperation towards achieving the common goals. 
 The Bank has a lot of untapped potential in its convening power to engage governments, 
the private sector and civil society in activities identified under GFP. This untapped 
potential is particularly found in Client countries but also at regional and international 
levels. 
 Lack of a programmatic approach can limit the effectiveness of global forest programs. 
Such an approach to planning and implementation of GFP is highly desirable to 
maximize synergies, avoid overlapping initiatives, create clear priorities for action, and to 
facilitate the mobilization of financing to sustain program activities. 
 Integration of poverty reduction remains a key challenge. The strategies have to be 
sufficiently broad addressing deforestation, governance, illegal logging, access to 
markets, establishment of protected areas, and financing mechanisms as these may be in 
conflict with the poverty reduction goal.  
 The linkage between global programs and the Bank region and country operations 
significantly increases implementation of sectoral strategies. Specific support should be 
put in place to enable regional and country departments to integrate global programs in 
their work. Some current initiatives have only limited linkage with the country level 
programmatic work being opportunistic and thereby resulting in limited developmental 
impacts. Experience has shown that linking with existing national initiatives is crucial for 
success.25  
 Close and organized connections with other relevant Bank programs and with the other 
members of the Bank Group, particularly IFC, are necessary for harnessing synergies. 
 A common framework for the Bank’s forest related programs can scale up impacts and 
effectiveness through enhanced synergies, a focus on key measurable targets, 
rationalization of coordination requirements, and reducing transaction costs. 
5. Alternatives Considered and Reasons for Rejection 
The business as usual (BAU) scenario would be to continue to increase the number of various 
Bank partnerships on forests. This scenario was rejected for the reasons of effectiveness and 
efficiency. They include (i) lack of scaling up the implementation of the Forest Strategy, (ii) lack 
of integration with the Bank’s regional and country departments’ work and limited leverage with 
other Bank funding, (iii) lack of country ownership of the initiatives, (iv) continued fragmentation 
of the Bank interventions in forests confusing stakeholders and actors, (v) loss of synergistic 
benefits within the Bank Group institutions, and (vi) continued high transaction costs of 
individual programs.  
 
In the BAU scenario Bank lending to forestry is likely to remain at present levels. Many Client 
countries find it difficult to justify investing in the maintenance of global public goods. GFP 
offers an ideal opportunity for developing new ways of doing business for the Bank. Finally, the 
Bank’s credibility as the lead agency on financing in CPF could be jeopardized without a clear 
                                                 
25 E.g. the Mid-term Review of the G7 Pilot Program in Brazil 
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strategic approach to financing of sustainable forest management. The GFP offers the kind of 
strong strategic framework required. 
C. IMPLEMENTATION 
1. Partnership Arrangements 
GFP’s members would include all those parties who in some sense “own” the program and who 
have joint rights and responsibilities for the program. They are: 
(i) partners who are collectively responsible for the core program (including formal and 
informal co-sponsors, the financial contributors and others involved in program governance) 
and who participate in the governance of the program, either directly or through a 
representative governance structure, 
(ii) financial contributors, 
(iii) institutional partners with whom the program conducts joint or parallel activities to achieve 
shared objectives, 
(iv) other participants, i.e. various types of intermediaries who help to implement the program, 
generally at the country level, and who are not partners or contributors to the core program. 
At a minimum program partners would include the Bank’s global forest program partners plus 
IFC. The number of program partners would be expanded incrementally. Financial partners that 
are not necessarily engaged in governance include e.g. additional ODA donors, philanthropic 
foundations and financial institutions. Institutional partners would be relevant CPF members and 
possibly regional bodies
26
. 
Implementing participants include government agencies in Client countries, international, 
regional and national NGOs
27
, indigenous groups, and the private sector organizations, the 
international and national research bodies, and various service providers. Stakeholder 
participation of the civil society and the private sector would be through individual arrangements 
or through their roof organizations, as appropriate.  
The proposed GFP objectives and targets would act as the common platform for establishing 
partnerships. Participation of partners would be based on commitments to these objectives and 
targets. Partners are also expected to provide their own inputs to GFP through funding, in-kind 
contributions, knowledge and networks.
28
 
Through its interaction with leading private sector companies and financial institutions, IFC 
would play a key role in engaging broad private business participation in building market-driven 
solutions for sustainable forestry. This could include independent certification, carbon financing, 
commoditization of environmental services, etc. Through its envisaged flexible and demand-
driven approach, GFP would seek to provide the “missing link” in harnessing synergies between 
the members of the World Bank Group. 
GFP would rely heavily on activities by its partners at international, national and local levels. 
Partners’ participation in the GFP programs and projects would take place under appropriate 
contractual arrangements, typically involving co-financing or in-kind contributions from 
implementing partners. GFP would outsource most implementation activities to its partners and 
                                                 
26 E.g. the European Forest Institute (EFI) working in countries with economies in transitions, the Regional Community 
Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC) working in the Southeast Asian countries.  
27 E.g. IMAZON and IPAM in Brazil 
28 Participation in GFA should not be seen as an instrument for promoting specific partner agendas.  
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other participants within approved work programs and projects. GFP would collaborate with 
providers of such services, including members of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests. 
Participation of international NGOs has been crucial. The Bank’s existing partnerships in forests 
have helped to set agendas, develop innovations, advance understanding on causes of 
unsustainable forest management and poverty in forest areas, develop standards, and by 
organizing stakeholder participation. Cooperation with them would be continued and 
complemented by a new generation of highly capable “southern” NGOs in Client countries that 
are best able to devise solutions that are effective and attuned to specific country conditions. 
2. Existing Partnerships 
PROFOR and FLEG would be integrated into the overall thrust of the GFP and managed by the 
GFP Secretariat to ensure harnessing synergies, integration of efforts and cost-efficiency. While 
maintaining the service functions and agility that PROFOR and FLEG provide, both programs 
would be eventually assimilated under GFP in administration and fund raising. Subject to the 
donor approval, this integration could occur over roughly a two-year time period within the legal 
obligations of the parties. 
In addition to the core global program, GFP would seek to effectively link up with regional and 
sub-regional initiatives and alliances, such as the Brazil Rainforest Pilot Program or the Mekong 
Delta Initiative, to enhance implementation on the ground.   
3. Governance  
Governance arrangements are not yet defined, but will reflect the following criteria29: 
♦ Governance should be balanced and representative of all partners, including developing 
countries, sponsoring and funding partners, and other stakeholders.  The GFP should be 
demand-driven, not driven by the supply of financial resources. 
♦ Planning, decision making, implementation, assessment of performance and results, and use 
of funds should be transparent to all partners and the public at large. Stakeholders are 
provided with information they require (decision-making responsibilities, accountabilities, 
processes, accounting, etc.). 
♦ There should be clear roles and responsibilities of the officers and bodies that govern and 
manage to the program and of the mechanisms to modify and amend the governance and 
management of the program, 
♦ The program will strive to be fair; i.e. the program does not favor some immediate clients 
over others 
♦ There should be clear accountability for the exercise of power over resources to the 
program’s stakeholders. 
♦ Governance should allow for adjustments of strategy and adaptation to new information and 
knowledge. 
♦ Governance structures of GFP and existing programs and partnerships should be compatible 
with each other and eventually rationalized, as appropriate  
♦ Implementation should be agile, effective and efficient, within a sound fiduciary framework. 
                                                 
29 The list includes the OED set of corporate governance principles developed by the OECD Business 
Sector Advisory Group (clear roles and responsibilities, transparency, fairness and clear accountability). 
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♦ Rules that are applicable to the use of GFP funds should be harmonized as appropriate.  
♦ Oversight and accountability should focus on fiduciary obligations and the achievement of 
results, and be always guided by the objective of maximizing development impact. 
The governance structure may include the following functions: a governing council/committee 
and consultative group/technical advisory body for defining GFP strategy, a technical advisory 
group (possibly similar to the Bank’s current External Advisory Group on Forests) for 
independent guidance to GFP implementation, and a secretariat for day-to-day operations.  
Developing countries would be included in the GFP governance in order to ensure program 
relevance, ownership and development effectiveness. Their involvement is particularly important 
in linking global public goods from forests to tangible national benefits to stakeholders. 
When required specific GFP programs and initiatives could have their own decision-making 
procedures concerning implementation. (e.g. in the case of the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, 
the Critical Ecosystems Partnership Fund). Supervision and reporting to the 
secretariat/management unit and the governing council would focus on the outputs/deliverables. 
There are several options for governance arrangements that need to be analyzed. The Bank is in 
the process of launching a broad stakeholder consultation process carried out by an external 
party30 to explore various governance options as well as the overall GFP strategy. For purposes of 
catalyzing the discussion, Figure 1 illustrates an option for the schematic GFP governance 
structure with in-house management arrangement. 
                                                 
30 International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 
  25 
 
Figure 1: Option for a Possible GFP Implementation Arrangement 
 
 
 
It is recognized that all the GFP partners (including IFC, MIGA, BioCarbon Fund, FCPF and 
other Bank units) have their own governance structures and their participation in GFP would be 
defined in that context. 
4. Program Management 
A GFP Secretariat/Management Unit would manage daily activities, coordinate among partners, 
administer trust funds and report to the governing body. It would also carry out knowledge 
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management functions. In defining management options special emphasis will be given to avoid 
creating a new centralized bureaucracy with the implicit risks of inefficiency and delays.
31
 
The GFP Secretariat would work in close cooperation with the Bank’s regional and country 
departments. 
GFP would benefit from linkages with the ongoing World Bank initiatives such as the Sustainable 
Development Network (SDN), Sustainable Land Management (SLM), and Energy Sector 
Management Assistance Program (ESMAP). Cooperation helps engage other sectors, including 
agriculture, water, energy, infrastructure and transportation, toward common goals built around 
the GFP targets and to mitigate possible adverse impacts on forests that other sectors’ investments 
could have. Within the Bank, the SDN provides a common platform for sharing of experiences, 
stimulating debate on solutions for challenges encountered, development of new instruments as 
well as monitoring of progress and reviewing implementation strategies. GFP would generate 
cutting-edge knowledge and exchange of experience among all units whose work is related to, or 
impacts on, sustainable forest management. 
An independent body would be entrusted to monitor progress and performance based on 
verifiable indicators. 
GFP Annual Business Plans would define work programs and priority actions linked with the 
achievement of the targets. 
5. Funding  
The planned GFP funding sources include, inter alia, ODA grants, GEF, private foundations, 
NGO contributions, and the World Bank’s Development Grant Facility. New sources to be tapped 
include deals-based sources of carbon financing and capital markets. Various funding windows 
are applied to ensure flexibility for accommodating funding criteria of the partners. 
The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility will be managed under a separate governance 
arrangement which could be closely associated with the GFP governance structure. The FCPF 
will likely be funded by bilateral donors, foundations and the private sector until a market for 
carbon offsets from forest conservation becomes fully functional. Part of the FCPF contributions 
are planned to be used for “readiness activities” (i.e. capacity building) to enable FCPF 
transactions at the country level. The technical assistance component of the FCPF “readiness 
mechanism” is planned to be organized through and supported by GFP. 
The budget required to achieve the GFP’s ambitious targets has not yet been estimated. However, 
GFP is expected to raise a significant amount of resources for analytical services, technical 
assistance and catalytic work for country-level readiness and for piloting voided deforestation 
schemes. Additional resources would be raised for reforestation projects with carbon 
sequestration and poverty reduction objectives. While only catalytic interventions would be 
funded through the GFP, the eventual mobilization of private sector financing would remain  key 
for large scale mainstreaming. As a key GFP partner, IFC’s role would be important in this 
respect. Promotion of market-based instruments such as certification, payments for environmental 
services, etc. would be essential to create self-financing activities for forest owners and managers. 
Specific support for disadvantaged groups such as forest communities, small-scale land owners 
and entrepreneurs who have specific barriers in accessing financing and markets, and in 
implementing sustainable practices would also be needed.  
                                                 
31 If GFA is housed in the Bank, the Anchor’s technical and administrative staff need to be strengthened to implement 
the core GFA secretariat tasks. In addition, it is necessary to recruit a safeguards specialist to assist regions in 
implementing the Bank’s operational policies which in forestry are particularly challenging. This would significantly 
reduce transaction costs and contribute to risk management.  
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Current global partnership programs for forests benefit from contributions from many such 
sources under often cumbersome trust fund arrangements. For increased harmonization and to 
reduce transaction costs of the Secretariat, it would be preferable that contributions are received 
as unrestricted funds, in convertible currencies, untied to specific country rules. In addition to a 
single pool of funds, the possibility of other direct funding arrangements between a donor and a 
recipient may be provided, as long as the commitment to the common objectives and strategies 
would be maintained. Visibility of donors is an important consideration and appropriate measures 
would be put in place to meet the respective requirements of the funding sources. 
Opportunities also exist for raising a significant amount of funds for SFM from new sources. An 
example is a broad environmental fund (“Green Fund”) which through issuing bonds on the 
capital markets could become a major source of new financing as demand for such instruments is 
perceived to be strong. GFP, together with the other relevant Bank units, would pursue the 
development of such an instrument.  
The GFP Business Plan would include detailed estimation of resource needs and a financing plan. 
6. Monitoring and Evaluation  
GFP would operate under a M&E framework agreed on by partners and would be periodically 
validated and updated. 
Regular monitoring would assess GFP progress towards regional and global targets. Each target 
would also have a set of indicators and verifiers at country level. Indicators would cover aspects 
of program ownership and participation, mainstreaming in country strategies, financial flows to 
forests, policy and institutional reforms, etc. Implementation reviews and evaluations would be 
carried out periodically focusing on the relevance of program objectives, strategies and impacts. 
Both monitoring and evaluation would be carried out by independent parties.  
7. Sustainability and Replicability 
Institutional sustainability would be targeted at enhancing the implementation capacity of 
partners and using them as a preferred delivery channel. After piloting and validation, GFP 
interventions would be embedded in PRSPs, national forest programs, national financing 
strategies, and other planning frameworks of Client countries. Financial sustainability would be 
targeted through promotion of financially and economically viable activities and instruments 
which can ensure future funding flows, notably market-based and other payment schemes for 
environmental services. Environmental and social sustainability would form an inherent part of 
all the instruments that GFP would use to promote SFM (forest certification, HCVF, landscape–
level biodiversity conservation, corporate-community/small-scale landowner partnerships, etc.). 
Replicability of the GFP instruments would be ensured through a systematic approach to the 
innovation process involving conceptual development, pilot testing, validation, demonstration and 
communication. 
8. Potential Risks and Possible Controversial Aspects 
There are a number of potential risks associated with establishing the GFP, including the 
following: 
♦ Concerns that the GFP may introduce new claims on Official Development Assistance 
(ODA) and diminish aid for other purposes.  
Response: The GFP seeks to maximize raising funds from non-ODA budgetary sources, 
private capital markets and other sources. 
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♦ GFP may be seen as the UNFF global forest financing mechanism.  
Response: Clear communication is ensured on the potential and constraints of GFP as 
financing mechanism during the consultation process. GFP will be implemented in 
phases. The Bank will actively participate in and support the UNFF-led preparatory 
process that is related to creating a financial instrument for the means of implementation 
process. 
♦ The governance structure may become unwieldy.   
Response: As part of the broad-based consultation process, an independent external 
advisory body guides the development of the governance structure to ensure flexibility, 
efficiency and fair representation. 
♦ The GFP approach may be perceived by stakeholders as top down.  
Response:  The program strategy is demand-driven and the broad-based consultation 
process feeds the detailed program design. 
♦ There is likely to be a tension between how demand for GFP inputs is interpreted and 
what can be delivered in a scenario of scarce ODA resources.  
Response: A key assumption underlying the GFP approach is that an up-scaled and more 
coordinated partnership approach is more attractive to donors and has better chances to 
unlock new and innovative sources of financing, including that of international capital 
markets (e.g. “Green Bond”, etc.). 
♦ Existing partners may fear loss of visibility and recognition and even be threatened by the 
GFP initiative.  
Response: Individual sources of support will be made visible even with multiple partners. 
 
9. GFP and Criteria of Global Programs 
GFP is designed to meet the Bank’s four criteria for the relevance of global programs:  
(i) International consensus. GFP is implementing the Non-Legally Binding Instrument on 
All Types of Forests approved by the United Nations Forum on Forests in April 2007. 
The GFP objectives and targets are aligned with MDGs and the Global Objectives on 
Forests as approved by ECOSOC, GFP would therefore be consistent with the strong 
international consensus on the need to accelerate action to ensure sustainable 
management of all types of forests in the world. 
(ii) Link to the Bank’s core institutional objectives and the Bank’s country operational work. 
The GFP goals and objectives are directly derived from the Bank’s mandate and Forest 
Strategy, and the activities are designed to reinforce the country level entry conditions for 
Bank financing.  
(iii) Subsidiarity. By developing new instruments and new ways of doing business, GFP 
would complement and not compete with, or be a substitute for, regular Bank 
instruments.  
(iv) Strategic focus. GFP would focus on (a) the public goods generated by forests 
(environmental commons) which require (b) strong international and country level 
advocacy for policy and institutional policy reforms, (c) multi-country activities, and (d) 
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mobilization of incremental resources through new funding instruments and partnership 
arrangements. 
The value added of GFP would derive from the following characteristics: 
• A strong credible response to the threat of global climate change and significant contribution 
to climate change mitigation with a perspective of large-scale follow-up mainstreaming 
under agreed international arrangements. 
• Direct support to implementation of global commitments and dialogue on forests (UNFF, 
UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD, etc.). 
• Practical approaches to addressing the livelihoods of the rural poor who are dependent on 
forests that can be mainstreamed in Bank operations. 
• Mobilization of responsible private investment in sustainable forestry for expanded 
production and trade of forest products with significant contribution to sustainable economic 
development. 
• Promotion of markets for legally and sustainably produced forest products enhancing social 
and environmental values of forest through support to independent certification and 
verification. 
• Provision of adequate analytical support and capacity building in Client countries to create 
enabling conditions for large-scale investments from all sources. 
• Mobilizing additional funding sources including and beyond ODA, and contributing to 
reversing declining financial resources for the forest sector. 
• Harnessing synergies among the Bank Group members in forest-related investments. 
• Improving transparency and better coordination of national and global forest sector 
programs. 
• Mitigation of image and other risks related to forest investments through consensus building 
within GFP, especially through advocacy work 
There is a clear need, identified by the implementation review of the Forest Strategy, for Bank 
action to catalyze other resources and partnerships. GFP would form a strategic element of the 
proposed international forest financing mechanism/portfolio approach/financing framework 
which was recently adopted by UNFF. The catalytic effect is therefore expected to be substantial. 
The Bank’s comparative advantage would be crucial for the success in achieving the GFP global 
targets. Because of its convening power, access to the highest policy level, presence in Client 
countries, cross-sectoral capacity to influence policies in other sectors that accelerate forest 
destruction, technical capacity, and experience in pioneering global carbon markets, the World 
Bank would be the appropriate agency to provide the lead for the GFP. 
 
D. NEXT STEPS 
1. Issues Needing Guidance  
 
1. How can the value added of GFP be improved with regard to Client countries, the Bank and 
other partners; how to show that GFP is not just an administrative mechanism to rationalize 
the Bank’s many Trust Funds with little additional value added to partners. 
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2. How to create country ownership for GFP activities and integration of support to national 
policies and programs and how to ensure community and smallholder benefits and 
sustainable development impacts of the FCPF financial flows and other new funding 
instruments. 
3. What is the linkage between the Bank incentive structure and GFP with regard to analytical 
work and other supporting activities; how can GFP leverage the work of the Bank’s Country 
Departments to get to the required scale of operations. 
4. What is the preferable GFP governance structure; what are the pros and cons of different 
options, including locating GFP inside or outside the Bank; how could the governance of the 
current global programs and GFP be rationalized. 
5. What is the role of GFP as (part of) the international financial mechanism/portfolio 
approach/international financing framework for sustainable forest management to be 
developed under UNFF and what is the Bank’s role in this development work. 
2. Preparation Process 
The GFP preparation process would take place until April 2008. The following time-schedule 
identifies the steps to be taken: 
♦ The four Global Targets for the GFP will be further refined (October 2007). 
♦ A consultation process to develop (a) options for the structure of GFP’s governance 
arrangement, (b) detailed inputs for the GFP strategy, (c) options on mechanisms for 
allocating finances, and (d) communications strategy and a monitoring framework 
(September–March 2008). 
♦ Application to the Global Environmental Facility and the Development Grant Facility 
(December 2007 respectively) 
♦ Launch event (April 2008) 
♦ Preparation of GFP Business Plan including financing, staffing, communication and 
marketing (April-June 2008) 
♦ GFP operational (mid 2008). 
♦ For ongoing partnerships, there will be a transition period that respects existing agreements 
with donors and partners. 
  
Annex 1:  
Generalized Problem Tree Addressed by GFP1 
 
 
 
1) The causes and impacts of deforestation vary extensively between countries and their forest situations (mosaic lands, frontier and disputed areas and areas 
beyond the agricultural frontier) (Chomitz 2007). Therefore, each country requires a specific problem analysis)
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Annex 2:  
 
Comparison of Global Objectives on Forests and GFP Targets 
 
 
UNFF Global Objectives on Forests GFP Objectives and Targets 
1. Reverse the loss of forest cover worldwide 
through sustainable forest management, 
including protection, restoration, 
afforestation and reforestation, and 
increase efforts to prevent forest 
degradation 
Goal: reversing forest loss in developing 
countries, contributing to poverty reduction, 
mitigation of climate change through reduced 
emissions and enhanced carbon sinks, and 
securing the provision of other forest 
environmental services 
Target 2. [One] billion tons of CO2 retained in 
forests as a result of reduced deforestation. 
2.  Enhance forest-based economic, social and 
environmental benefits, including by 
improving the livelihoods of forest 
dependent people 
Target 1.Improved sustained livelihood of [500] 
million poor forest-dwelling or forest-dependent 
people in developing countries, on the basis of 
sustainable forest management and/or agro-
forestry based farming systems. 
3. Increase significantly the area of protected 
forests worldwide and other areas of 
sustainably managed forests, as well as the 
proportion of forest products from 
sustainably managed forests 
Target 4. [50] million hectares of new protected 
areas created and [120] million hectares of 
existing protected areas under effective 
management. 
Target 3. [300] million hectares of production 
forests in developing countries independently 
certified as sustainably managed 
 
4.  Reverse the decline in official development 
assistance for sustainable forest 
management and mobilize significantly 
increased new and additional financial 
resources from all sources for the 
implementation of sustainable forest 
management 
Financing objective. Mobilizing new and 
additional financial resources that will 
eventually leverage investments in developing 
countries and lending of WB and other financial 
institutions 
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Annex 3. Results Framework of Forests32 
Global Dimensions Bank Contribution 
What results on the ground are important? How do we know if implementation is on track? 
Country outcomes Process Indicators 
 Bank 
Final outcomes 
How do we measure 
these results? 
Final indicators 
Intermediate 
outcomes* 
How do we measure these 
results? 
Intermediate indicators** 
How does the Bank 
contribute to these 
results? 
Bank strategy Country Process indicator 
Base- 
line/up
date 
MDG#1: 
Eradicate 
extreme 
poverty and 
hunger 
 
Implication 
for forest 
sector: (i) 
Increased 
rural income 
from forests 
 
 
 
 
MDG#7: 
Ensure 
environmenta
l 
sustainability 
 
Implications 
for forest 
sector:  
(i) Reduction 
in 
deforestation;  
(ii) Increased 
conservation 
of forest 
ecosystems  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annual income from 
forests ( in real 
terms) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Deforestation 
(Change in area 
under forest cover 
in ha./yr.) 
 
Protected areas 
(Forest area 
designated under 
IUCN categories I-
VI in ha.) 
 
Carbon dioxide 
emissions from 
deforestation(tons/y
r)  
• Increase in forest-
based activities 
(marketed and non-
marketed) 
• Expansion of private 
and community-based 
management of 
forestry and 
agroforestry systems 
• Increased economic 
contribution of forests 
• Augmentation of forest 
resources and 
productivity 
• Strengthened forest 
governance 
• Reduction in forest 
crimes 
• Increased forest areas 
sustainably managed 
• Expansion & 
improvements in 
management of 
protected areas  
• Markets for forest 
ecosystem services 
created  
• Contribution to rural employment and  
income (increase in man-days/yr and 
$ per capita) 
• Forest area under private and 
communal control (increase in 
ha./yr.)  
• Revenue and income contribution 
(forest contribution to GDP in %; 
changes in taxes and royalties in 
$/yr.) 
• Increase in area and productivity 
(Change in forest plantations in 
ha./yr., and  in forest productivity in 
tons/ha.) 
• Improved governance (Forest sector 
governance index) 
• Reduction in illegal logging (change 
as % of annual allowable cut) 
• Area under sustainable 
management (Certified forest area 
in ha.)  
• Protected areas under improved 
management practices (using 
approaches such as the 
management Effectiveness Tracking 
Tool) 
• Total value of transactions for forest 
ecosystem services ($/.yr.) 
Sustainable management 
of production forest, incl. 
forest concessions 
(independently verified)  
 
Plantation development 
Support to community 
forestry and agroforestry 
 
Improving forest law 
enforcement and 
governance 
 
Market creation for 
sustainable forest 
products & services 
 
Integrated natural 
resource management 
 
Mainstreaming of forest 
sustainability through 
cross-sectoral and 
macroeconomic linkages 
 
Conservation of global 
forest values 
 
Strengthened monitoring 
and evaluation systems 
National 
development 
strategies and 
PRSPs reflect the 
needs and 
opportunities for 
sustainable 
development 
based on forests 
 
Consultative 
stakeholder forums 
on forests 
established 
 
National forest 
programs and 
related initiatives 
developed and 
implemented 
 
Policy and 
institutional reforms 
implemented 
 
Improved 
monitoring, 
assessment and 
reporting systems 
 
IEG rating of project outcomes 
(satisfactory or better)  
 
Project sustainability (% likely) 
 
IBRD/IDA projects at risk 
 
CASs inclusion of  forests’ 
role in sustainable 
development  
 
No. of strategic partnerships***  
 
Private sector partnerships 
(#investment forums) 
 
# of forest ESWs and other 
analytical work (financed 
through BB, partnerships & TFs)  
 
% of new operations that use 
outcome or output based 
disbursements 
 
Percentage of operations which 
incorporate relevant results 
indicators (i.e. adequate results 
frameworks) 
 
* The first four outcomes are linked to the final forest sector outcome associated with MDG1, the fifth and sixth outcomes are relevant for both the final outcomes, and the remaining outcomes facilitate the final 
forest sector outcome associated with MDG7. 
**:Indicators in: (i) Bold type - Relatively complete data are available; (ii) Regular type-some data available; (iii) Italics-Data unavailable currently, but efforts underway to build up a database. 
*** The measurement of this indicator may change if the proposed Global Forest partnership is realized.
                                                 
32 This example is presented for illustration only. It needs to be further developed and agreed upon by the partners. 
  
 
Annex 4:  
 
Examples of Priority Actions to Achieve GFP Targets  
 
The following are illustrative examples of high priority measures, which help ensure that the 
Global Forest Partnership Targets will be achieved by 2015. 
 
Target 1: Improving the Livelihoods of [500] million Forest Dependent People 
• Promote the roles and rights of traditional and indigenous communities in forest 
management. 
• Support the adoption of land tenure policies that will accelerate an ongoing transition 
towards secure use, access rights and, where appropriate ownership of forests by 
communities, households, indigenous groups within an enabling policy framework to 
ensure sustainability of forest management.  
• Provide technical assistance to assure that these groups of forest owners/users become net 
beneficiaries of sustainable forest management.  
• Promote economic activities of forest-dependent communities through technical 
assistance and investment support including small and medium-scale forest-based 
enterprises which in many countries account for 75 % or more of for forest products 
output and a high proportion of forest employment and income generation. 
• Foster mutually beneficial partnerships between large-scale pulp, paper, wood-based 
panel and sawmilling companies, local communities and smallholders aimed at 
increasing off-farm employment opportunities especially in sustainable harvesting and 
other forest management activities. 
• Create an enabling investment climate for cash crop tree farming by smallholders to 
increase industrial wood supply, especially in emerging economies such as China and 
India (including communal forest management arrangements). 
• Promote the adoption of improved agroforestry farming technologies potentially 
benefiting many of the approximately 700 million farmers who depend to a high degree 
on such farming systems for subsistence needs and income generation and which make a 
significant contribution to agricultural sustainability. 
• Support development of sustainable utilization of non-timber forest products 
• Assist forest dependent communities and small scale forest enterprises to have access to 
commercial bank finance. Take advantage of the growing interest by both public and 
private sector financial institutions in adopting social and environmental safeguard 
policies that will help to protect the interest of the rural poor. 
 
Target 2: Conserve [1] billion tons of CO2 by Reducing the Global Rate of Deforestation 
• Develop new financing instruments in order to take advantage of the growing 
international awareness of the potential of emerging markets for environmental services 
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of global, national and local importance, especially carbon sequestration and 
biodiversity protection. Target payment schemes and other incentives to maximize their 
potential benefits to local communities. 
• Continue to develop and further refine the necessary baseline and monitoring 
approaches needed to underpin and support mobilization of international funding 
available through the existing BioCarbon Fund and emerging forest carbon financing 
mechanisms. 
• Carry out economic sector studies to analyze infrastructure, financial, subsidy and 
incentive polices that are promoting unsustainable conversion of forest lands. Target 
those companies that are seeking to take advantage of inappropriate subsidy policies and 
introduce legislation to penalize offending companies. 
• Carry out analytical work to support preparation of national strategies for avoided 
deforestation  
• Support governments in addressing land administration and tenure issues (e.g. through 
zoning and policy and institutional reform) to curb inappropriate land conversion. 
• Provide technical assistance to readiness creation to countries to enable them to benefit 
from carbon financing mechanisms 
• Develop methodologies and management tools to enhance carbon sequestration in 
existing forests 
• Support remote sensing, communication networks, and other methods to monitor forest 
resources and their carbon storage.  
• Engage the G8 countries and GLOBE parliamentarians in a campaign to eliminate 
socially ecologically and economically harmful subsidies. 
 
Target 3: Bring [300] million ha of Production Forests in Developing Countries 
Responsibly Managed 
• Stimulate forest policy and governance reforms such as those being developed through 
the regional FLEG processes, sub-regional FLEG initiatives and country action plans. 
• Support improved governance through reform of inappropriate timber concession rules 
and measures to contain illegal activities and corruption for improved transparency, 
regulations, and accountability. 
• Support identification of high conservation value forests in production areas and their 
conservation.  
• Support programs and investment projects to accelerate the shift in global industrial 
wood supply towards increasing dependence on sustainably managed planted forests as 
a means to reduce pressure on natural tropical forests.  
• Support programs to define permanent forest estates available for production on which 
sustainable forest management can be undertaken  
• Promote participatory “zoning” of production forest areas and introduction of binding 
legislation aimed at restricting commercial operations to those designated for production. 
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• Continue to promote independent forest certification and related capacity building to 
ensure sustainable harvesting and management and encourage all financial institutions to 
make their forest related investments conditional to independent certification. 
• Use remote sensing, enhanced communication networks, and independent observers to 
monitor logging operations and protect forests against encroachers. 
• Encourage public and private procurement policies that give preference to legally and 
sustainably produced forest products. 
 
Target 4: Create [50] million ha of New Protected areas and Bring [120] m ha of 
Existing Protected Areas under Improved Management 
• Support the establishment of new protected areas necessary to complement the existing 
networks of such areas 
• Develop tools for effective protected area management and promote their broad adoption 
• Support elaboration of sustained financing strategies for protected areas and their 
implementation 
• Develop support systems to ensure the protection of the forest access and appropriate 
usage rights of indigenous and other forest communities living within protected areas. 
• Provide technical assistance to strengthen the capacity of national government agencies 
to manage protected areas.  
• Promote the adoption of High-Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) identification and 
mapping exercises. 
• Carry out analytical work on impacts on protected areas from investments in other 
sectors, especially infrastructure, agriculture, energy and mining; proactively seek 
opportunities to influence these other sectoral policies in ways that will divert pressure 
away from forested areas. 
• Support regional political processes and affiliations such as the Brazil ARPA program, 
the Yaoundé Summit, the COMIFAC Convergence Plan, the Mekong Commission, etc. 
in which several countries agree to collective action aimed at a significant increase in 
protected areas and share goals for their preservation. 
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Annex 5:  
Examples of GFP Bank Engagement Processes in Client Countries 
 
 Level of engagement 
GFP Window Initial engagement Medium-level engagement High-level engagement 
Forests and 
Livelihoods 
Analytical work on poverty-
forest linkage and 
opportunities 
Land policy and land use 
dialogue 
Identification of ew 
opportunities (tree planting, 
agroforestry, MFFs, etc.) 
Policy adjustment 
Pilot projects and validation 
Capacity building 
DPL 
Community/small-holder 
investment projects 
DPL II 
Sustainable 
Production 
and Markets 
Analytical work on cost 
benefits and barriers of SFM 
Constituency building 
Investment Forum 
Market studies 
Forest policy adjustment 
Support to pioneer companies 
Promotion of certification 
DPL 
GFTN cooperation at enterprise 
level 
Sector loans 
National financing strategies 
DPL II 
IFC investment 
MIGA guarantees 
Forest 
Environmental 
Services and 
Financing 
Awareness raising 
Analytical work on market 
potential and conservation 
needs 
Studies on protection area 
needs 
Capacity building (readiness) 
Pilot schemes 
FCPF and other market 
mechanism 
IFC investments 
Guarantee programs 
Governance 
(FLEG) 
Awareness raising 
Dialogue 
Analytical work 
Action plan 
Monitoring system design 
Monitoring of resource and 
product flows 
Interagency/donor collaboration 
Transparency and 
communication 
Capacity building 
DPL 
Communication 
Capacity building 
Policy and institutional reform 
DPL II 
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Annex 6:  
WBG Forestry Lending – Summary FY 2002-2006 
Commitments including IBRD/IDA, GEF, IFC & Carbon Offset  
(US$ Million) 
 
 
FY IBRD IDA IBRD/IDA GEF IFC Total 
Commitments 
Carbon 
Finance 
2002 101.19 26.62 127.81 35.15 0.00 162.96 5.30 
2003 69.34 96.72 166.06 5.92 44.80 216.78 7.63 
2004 13.78 15.00 28.78 23.58 162.00 375.67 6.46 
2005 14.60 48.05 62.65 12.33 443.00 517.97 0.00 
2006 107.05 23.58 130.63 28.08 143.00 301.71 16.44 
2007 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 11.85 
ALL 405.96 209.97 615.93 105.05 792.80 1,675.09 47.68 
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Annex 7:  
World Bank Group Forestry Lending 
by Fiscal Year and Region 
 
Commitments including: IBRD/IDA, GEF, IFC & Carbon Offset  
(US$ Million) 
 
IBRD/IDA & GEF Projects 
FY Country Project Title 
IBRD/ 
IDA GEF IFC 
Africa  
2006 Benin BJ-GEF Forests & Adjacent Lnds Mgmt 
(FY06) 
0 5.88 0 
2006 Cameroon CM-Forestry & Env DPL (FY06) 9 0 0 
2006 Cameroon Forest & Env DPL (FY06) 0 3.5 0 
2003 Ethiopia ET-Energy Access SIL (FY03) 6.64 0 0 
2006 Gabon GA-Natl Res Mgmt DPL (FY06) 7.5 0 0 
2006 Gabon GA-Strengthening Cap. for Manag. NP&B 0 6.5 0 
2002 Lesotho LS-GEF Maloti Drakens Cnsrv & Dev (FY02) 0 2.93 0 
2004 Madagascar MG-GEF Env Prgm 3 (FY04) 0 9 0 
2006 Nigeria NG-GEF Fadama 2 Crit Ecosys Mgmt (FY06) 0 2.31 0 
2002 South Africa ZA-GEF Maloti/Drakens Cnsrv & Dev (FY02) 0 3.17 0 
2002 Tanzania TZ-Forest Conserv & Mgmt SIL (FY02) 5.29 0 0 
Total   28.43 33.29 0 
East Asia & the Pacific 
2002 China CN-GEF-Sustain. Forestry Dev 0 16 0 
2002 China CN-Sustainable Forestry Development 93.9 0 0 
2004 China Fenglin-MDF 0 0 25 
2005 China Chenming-LWC Paper 0 0 60 
2005 China Stora Enso-Plantation/Paper 0 0 50 
2006 China CN-Changjiang/Pearl River Watershed 
Reha 
23 0 0 
2006 China CN-IAIL III 10 0 0 
2006 China Stora Enso-Plantation/Paper 0 0 50 
2003 Lao People's 
Democratic 
Republic 
LA-Sustainable Forestry For Rural Dev. 
9.9 0 0 
2005 Lao People's 
Democratic 
Republic 
Lao Environment and Social Project 
1 0 0 
2005 Vietnam Khai Vy-Furniture 0 0 6 
2005 Vietnam VN - Forest Sector Development Project 39.5 0 0 
2005 Vietnam VN - GEF Forest Sector Development Proj 
0 9 0 
2006 Vietnam Paul Maitland-Furniture 0 0 8 
Total   177.3 25 199 
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FY Country Project Title 
IBRD/        
IDA GEF IFC 
Europe and Central Asia 
2005 Albania Natural Res Devt 3.43 0 0 
2005 Albania Natural Res Devt (GEF) 0 1.55 0 
2005 Azerbaijan Rural Environment 1.6 0 0 
2005 Azerbaijan Rural Environment (GEF) 0 1 0 
2003 Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 
Forest Devt/Cnsrv TA 
1.87 0 0 
2003 Croatia Belisce-Packaging 0 0 19.8 
2003 Georgia Forestry 6.44 0 0 
2006 Kazakhstan Forestry 25.5 0 0 
2006 Kazakhstan Forestry (GEF) - KZ 0 4.25 0 
2005 Kkrygyz Rep. SEF Altyn Ajil-Packaging 0 0 1 
2004 Moldova AG Pollution Control (GEF) 0 0.5 0 
2002 Romania AG Pollution Control (GEF) 0 0.46 0 
2003 Romania Forest Devt 15 0 0 
2004 Russia Kronostar-MD/PB 0 0 49 
2005 Russia Kronospan-Particleboard 0 0 91 
2005 Russia Kronostar II-MDF/PB 0 0 45 
2004 Tajikistan Commty Agric & Watershed Mgmt (GEF) 
0 0.9 0 
2006 Turkey Modern Karton-Packaging 0 0 40 
Total 
  
53.84 8.66 245.8 
Latin America and the Caribbean 
2005 Brazil BR GEF-Sao Paulo Riparian Forests 0 0.78 0 
2006 Central America 6C GEF Corazon Transboundary Reserve 
0 2.64 0 
2006 Chile SIF Lignum-Plantations 0 0 6.5 
2004 Colombia Cartones America-Packaging 0 0 22 
2005 Colombia Carvajal II-Corporate 0 0 50 
2006 Colombia Carvajal S.A.-Paper Packaging 0 0 12 
2006 Costa Rica CR -Mainstreaming Market-Based 
Instrumnt 21 0 0 
2006 Costa Rica GEF Mainstreaming Market-Based 
Instrumnt 0 3 0 
2004 Honduras HN Forests & Rural Productivity 10 0 0 
2002 Mexico GEF MX Consolidat.Prot Areas (SINAP II) 0 9.34 0 
2004 Mexico MX Community Forestry II (PROCYMAF II) 12.78 0 0 
2006 Nicaragua NI 2nd Agricultural Technology Project 1.08 0 0 
2003 Peru GEF PE Participatory Mgmt Prot Areas 
0 5.92 0 
2005 Uruguay UY Integr. Nat. Res. & Biodiveristy Mgmt 6 0 0 
Total   50.86 21.68 90.5 
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FY Country Project Title 
IBRD/        
IDA GEF IFC 
Middle East and North Africa 
2003 Algeria DZ-Urban Natural Hazard Vulnerability 
0.88 0 0 
2005 Iran, Islamic 
Republic of 
IR-Alborz Integrated Land & Water 
Mngmnt 2.4 0 0 
2005 Jordan Nuqul-Packaging 0 0 25 
2004 Lebanon Unipak-Packaging 0 0 10 
2002 Tunisia TN-Protected Areas Management Project 0 3.25 0 
Total   3.28 3.25 35 
South Asia 
2003 India AP Comm Forest Mgmt 71.28 0 0 
2004 India Bilt 2-Integrated Paper 0 0 15 
2005 India Lucknow-Muzaffarpur National Highway 6.2 0 0 
2005 India Andra Pradesh-Integrated Paper 0 0 40 
2006 India JK Paper-Pulp & Paper 0 0 26.5 
2004 Pakistan Highways Rehab 4 0 0 
2005 Pakistan Packages-Pulp & Paper 0 0 25 
Total   81.48 0 106.5 
Total all Regions 
  
395.19 91.88 676.8 
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